Introduction

This report has been based on 173 responses to the consultation document. 
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Prof/Nat Org:
16
 

Further Education sector:
23
 

Local Authority:
21
 

Awarding body:
16
 

Other*
14
 

Teacher:
13
 

Union:
11
 

Charity/Voluntary org:
11
 

Higher Education Body/Official:
10
  

Head teacher:
6
 

School:
4
 

Young Person aged 19 or under:
4
 

Governor:
2
 

Parent:
2
 

Employer / SSC:
20


*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included a trainer, a Work-based Learning Provider, The Royal Academy of Engineering, The Learning and Skills Council, The Catholic Education Service, and 14-19 partnerships. 
The report starts with an executive summary, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Summary

Q1
Do you agree with the aim to simplify the qualifications system and create a more comprehensive and coherent qualifications offer for all young people?
There were 167 responses to this question.

Agree 130 (78%)  Disagree 21 (12%) Not Sure 16 (10%)

Most respondents who answered this question agreed with the proposals., 

56 (34%) welcomed or agreed with the general objective of the proposals, in seeking to provide a simplified and more coherent qualification offer.  They consented that there was a need for a simplified framework in order to enhance understanding of the existing qualifications structure, which some felt lacked coherence and was difficult for students and parents, and employers and teaching professionals to fully comprehend.   
41 (25%) whilst supportive of the overall approach,  were concerned that in aiming to simplify the qualifications system to create a more comprehensive and coherent qualifications offer, the proposals might  effectively limit choice or personalised learning.  They said that the offer needed to be flexible enough to incorporate the needs and entitlement of all learners, and should not stifle innovation.  Some respondents were unsure whether the proposed pathways offered sufficient flexibility for all 14-19 learners, commenting that some learners would not fit the prescribed pathways. There was mention that the strategy must take account of provision and legislative duties in respect of race and gender equality, and learners with disabilities and special educational needs (SEN).   Respondents thought that the qualifications system must also meet with the requirements of employers and businesses, Higher Education (HE), and society.  Reference was also made to issues surrounding funding and transport arrangements in local areas.  
24 (14%) respondents felt that provision of information, advice and guidance was essential for all stakeholders in order to aid understanding of the new structure and the associated progression routes.   They agreed that information should be impartial and be of high quality, to enable young people to make good informed choices.  Respondents also mentioned that guidance for employers should be distributed wider than Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) alone. 
23 (14%) were of the opinion that employers, parents, and pupils etc. may not recognise, value, or fully understand new structure.  Some felt that the proposed changes might lead to confusion, or thought there was risk of certain qualifications becoming niche or sector specific, which in effect could reduce their perceived value to some employers.  It was thought that expressions such as ‘functional skills’, ‘key skills’, ‘employability skills’, ‘Extended Diploma’ etc. might add to the potential to confuse.  It was thought that the changes looked comprehensible at surface level, but that the content and finer detail was difficult to understand.  It was also felt that the currency of the new Diploma was not yet fully clear to young people or employers.
21 (13%) stated that the proposed new structure looked complex, and were of the opinion that there were too many options or variables held within the proposals. One respondent was confused by the fact that some qualifications appeared in more than one route.  While respondents were supportive of the aim to rationalise the existing structure they thought the suggested changes ‘masked’ complexity, and that young people and their families might find the range of options on offer overwhelming.  There was mention that the existence of both old and new qualifications, and the creation of the Foundation Learning Tier had complicated the structure.
19 (11%) commented on the vocational element and aspects of the proposals.  Some respondents said that vocational qualifications or NVQs should be retained as stand alone qualifications in their ‘own right’, as they felt they held value for learners and were recognised by employers. It was also thought that the new structure would do little to end the ‘vocational/academic divide’ or ‘parity of esteem’ and might in fact perpetuate it.  There was mention that the new Diplomas held a diluted vocational/specialist element compared to some existing qualifications, such as BTECs (reported on below) and that the views of SSCs should be taken into account in ensuring that the specialist/vocational adequacy of the qualifications met with employer and industry needs.
17 (10%) respondents were concerned about the implications within the proposals for BTEC qualifications, with some mentioning that BTECs should be retained within their own right.  BTECs were viewed as a valuable and successful qualification, holding currency with employers and Higher Education (HE).  It was thought that BTECs allowed for the development of specialist skills while still offering a broad education, and it was considered that the Diploma did not fulfil the role. 

15 (9%) agreed that clear progression routes needed to be built into the framework, and full facts must be presented to young people to allow them to chose the correct route.  It was thought that the progression routes must also be flexible enough to meet the needs of all learners, and that more information should be provided regarding the routes into apprenticeships, employment and HE to offer more clarity.
14 (8%) said that the changes should be phased in, or had general concerns regarding the proposed timescales.  A range of their views included the following:

· That existing qualifications must not be removed too soon before the Diplomas were tried and established.

· Local Authorities (LAs) were moving in a stepped approach to implement the Diplomas, and change needed to be staged and well-managed.
· Apprehension that the speed of change had led to short-cuts to implementation, and failure to consult properly with some major partners.

· That the new qualifications should be trailed or piloted to ensure that they were fit for purpose.

· That when a qualification was not given approval to continue, the needs of students on that course must be taken into account and opportunity for re-sits be offered.

11 (7%) raised issues surrounding general acceptance/awareness of the new strategy.  They felt a positive media image, or endorsement of the framework by HE and employers was needed, in order to acquire a more favourable public reaction and to generate understanding.
Q2
Do you agree with the new criteria against which decisions will be taken about qualification approval? 

There were 159 responses to this question.

Agree 79 (50%)  Disagree 25 (16%) Not Sure 55 (34%)

40 (25%) respondents commented on issues regarding the composition of the approval body, or the mechanism by which approval would be granted.  Their comments covered a range of matters relating to this, the following being a sample of their issues:
· That establishment of a new body was unnecessary or costly, could lead to further bureaucracy, and the functions could have sat with existing organisations such as DCSF, QCA, OfQUAL or OfSTED.
· The composition of the new body should include representation from other stakeholder groups, among those mentioned were teaching and college work-force unions, SSCs, Employers, Professional Bodies, and representation from small businesses. 
· Who would have overall responsibility or power of veto regarding qualifications that did not meet the criteria approval? There was confusion surrounding the responsibilities of the Joint Advisory Committee for Qualification Approval (JACQA), OfQUAL, The Young People’s Learning Agency (YPLA) and the SSCs in this respect.
· That there were two Governments Departments with split responsibility for issues relating to qualifications for different age ranges – 14 to 19 (DCSF), and 19 plus (DIUS).
· How effectively the criteria could be applied against qualifications with low uptake, or qualifications that met specific needs of certain groups. 
35 (22%) raised issues regarding BTEC qualifications, NVQ and vocational routes, and other free standing qualifications.  They agreed that it was necessary to maintain these qualifications where they continued to meet the needs of employers and young people, especially when the qualification covered specialist material, or served a particular group.  There was mention that the new regulatory body should not become an obstacle to innovation, or the development of new qualifications.
22 (14%) respondents said they were unsure about the proposed changes, as they felt that the criteria for approval were too vague.  They requested more detail and clarification of the criteria and how it would be applied.
17 (11%) thought that the qualifications offered in the new pathways might lead to a restriction of, or a narrowing of learning opportunities and personal choice.  There was apprehension that some learner’s needs might not be met by the pathways proposed, and concern that a qualification might not be approved where it met the needs of a small or diverse group.  There was mention again of the fact that existing specific qualifications supported the needs of certain employers or sectors.  
13 (8%) said that the Diploma was as yet ‘unproven’.  Some respondents disapproved of the removal of existing tried and valued qualifications before any new qualification had been established and evaluated.
11 (7%) remarked that the flexible and personalised learning options provided within existing qualification routes must be maintained. They were of the opinion that qualifications must be designed to accommodate wide-ranging learning styles, and fulfil the needs of stakeholders and various sectors. 
8 (5%) mentioned that the offer must be flexible in meeting the needs of learners with special education needs (SEN), or disabilities. There was concern that the needs of these students might lie outside the pathways or the framework.
Q3
Do you agree with our approach to bringing the best of the existing qualifications offer within Diploma Additional and Specialist Learning?

There were 154 responses to this question.

Agree 69 (45%)  Disagree 34 (22%) Not Sure 51 (33%)

26 (17%) felt that the structure of the Diplomas might be too large or complex, and could be hard to deliver.  There was mention that the Additional and Specialist Learning (ASL) component needed to have clear and rational purpose. Others thought it was too early for them to decide, and suggested that evaluation or pilot of the Diploma was needed first.  Some respondents felt that the details provided were unclear and were confused as to how the proposed approach would work in practice.
25 (16%) were concerned about vocational qualifications.  There was a range of comments regarding this, including the following:
· Belief that the ‘credibility gap’ between academic and vocational qualifications would continue, and that the proposals did little to address this. 
· That the specialist Diplomas appeared to be more academic than vocational.
· There remained a place for stand-alone competence based vocational qualifications.

· That removal of established vocational qualifications without a proven replacement might restrict the choice for learners who wanted a vocational pathway.

· That key vocational elements might be lost when making existing vocational qualifications fit into the Diploma ASL framework.

24 (16%) were concerned that the proposed ASL components might be restrictive or inflexible in meeting the needs of learners.  Respondents mentioned that some learners may not wish to follow a Diploma route, and that choice for these students should not be narrowed. It was felt that flexibility was needed to offer alternative qualifications and allow for movement if students decided they wanted to change their career route, or explore other options.
23 (15%) discussed issues surrounding BTEC qualifications.  A range of respondent’s comments included the following:
· That in keeping BTEC as a free standing qualification greater flexibility would be afforded to learners.
· The BTEC was well-known and understood by employers and it would be wise to let the Diplomas mature or complete the pilot phase before withdrawing BTECs.

· That BTECS offered more appropriate vocational content than the Diploma, and this element must not be lost when adapting them to the framework.

· That incorporation of BTEC into the Diploma framework would help boost the credibility of the new qualification.
17 (11%) respondents were of the opinion that Higher Education (HE), employers, or parents and learners might not fully understand or value the new Diploma, or the associated transferable skills.  It was felt that provision of additional advice or guidance might help address this.  Respondents also said that in designating these qualifications as ‘Additional’ it might undermine their value and could affect uptake.
17 (11%) offered further comments in relation to ‘free standing qualifications’ or ‘modular’ qualifications.  Some believed that certain existing qualifications (such as ASDAN or BTEC for example) should continue to be offered as stand alone qualifications, as they thought that the distinctive nature of some of these qualifications meant that they could not be incorporated into nor replaced by a Diploma. There was also mention that the Diploma could be modular to incorporate specialised learning which could be taken as a free standing element
9 (6%) expressed the opinion that there could be a risk of a higher failure rate with the Diploma due to the fact that some students might be successful at certain aspects, but unable to pass others.  This would lead to failure to complete the full Diploma.  
7 (5%) commented on the amount of time students would need to devote to the completion of certain components of the Diploma, and it was thought it could be challenging finding enough time within the curriculum to incorporate the mandatory components. 
Q4
In seeking to make the Extended Project available to all learners, what particular issues need to be resolved?

There were 122 responses to this question.  The most common issues were as follows:
35 (29%) agreed that effective training and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) for the teaching workforce was essential to deliver the Extended Project, ensure efficient assessment, and to support students throughout their chosen project.   
34 (28%) raised concerns about the amount of resource or teacher time needed to support students during their project, and the workload implications for teachers and institutions associated with the assessment arrangements.  
28 (23%) said that information, advice and guidance was needed for practitioners, parents and students, and employers.  Some respondents asked for further clarification of particular issues.

23 (19%) mentioned matters relating to assessment methods. Respondents offered a range of comments on this issue and a sample of their comments follows:
· Assessment methods must be clear, robust and flexible.
· A range of assessment styles must be used and teachers should be enabled to use professional judgement.

· Staff must be trained and confident in their ability to assess the outputs reliably.

· Clarity was needed on how the Extended Project would be marked.

· Assessment might be costly and difficult to manage.

· Standardising marking for highly individual projects, or cross-topic projects was likely to be difficult.

· There were issues surrounding sufficient resource for assessment.

22 (18%) felt that the response of HE was critical and that HE needed to publicly accept, and welcome the Extended Project as part of their admission offer. It was also thought that strong engagement with employers was needed.
21 (17%) respondents commented that the Extended Project must have equivalence or value on NQF and UCAS points, must satisfy HE entrance level criteria and be applicable to, or recognised by all Universities.  It was also felt that it must be clear what value the Extended Project would bring to individuals, and individuals must understand the relevance of the subject they wished to undertake. 
20 (16%) were of the opinion that safeguards must be established to protect against plagiarism or lack of integrity, and to ensure that the work was that of the student’s own. It was thought that this could impact on staff time in terms of monitoring learning.  
19 (16%) commented on funding or associated costs.  Comments were varied, and including the following issues:

· Costs for schools/colleges for practical projects must be considered and addressed to ensure all students had equivalent opportunities.
· That the Extended Project was to be funded at a lower level than AS but involved greater individual student support and assessment.
· Whether there was enough funding and time in the Apprenticeship framework to support an extended project.
· How would funding for teacher and lecturer support for the Extended Project be allocated and how would it fit into funding methodology?
16 (13%) mentioned timetabling, or said simply ‘time’. Some thought that it would be difficult to find the time within the curriculum or ‘timetable’ for an Extended Project. There was also the view that the Extended Project should be phased-in, and more clarity was requested on where the time would be found in the Diploma offer.
13 (11%) discussed more ‘practical’ issues, such as logistics, manageability, or the amount of provision available.
7 (6%) indicated that they did not agree with the approach or the process for a variety of reasons, for example the time consuming aspect it involved for both teachers and students, or the notion that there was a higher risk of declining success rates. 
Q5a)
Do you agree with our proposed approach to Applied GCSEs?

There were 129 responses to this question.

Agree 77 (59%)  Disagree 20 (16%) Not Sure 32 (25%)
Over half the respondents who answered this question agreed with the suggested approach to Applied GCSEs.

15 (12%) were confused by the different approach towards Applied GCSEs and Applied A levels.  
7 (5%) offered further comments on vocational aspects, a sample of issues raised by respondents follows:

· That this proposal should apply to vocational level 2 qualifications such as BTECs.

· That Diplomas would not act as an effective replacement for a single applied GCSE in a vocational subject.

· That there would remain a case for small free-standing qualifications for students following an academic programme who wanted to do a vocational qualification as an additional element of their studies.

· That by retaining GCSEs and Diplomas the vocational and academic divide would remain.

Q5b)
Do you agree with our proposed approach to Applied A levels?

There were 133 responses to this question.

Agree 77 (58%)  Disagree 27 (20%) Not Sure 29 (22%)

Just over half of the respondents supported the proposed approach to Applied A levels.
12 (9%) welcomed the approach to remove what they saw as unnecessary duplication of provision.  They agreed that the removal of Applied A levels would limit replication, and in order to encourage simplicity and sustainability there should be as few qualification types as possible.  

11 (8%) were concerned about the proposal to remove Applied A levels. They felt that the Diploma might not provide the same breadth of choice currently offered by Applied A levels. There was mention that the proposal removed the ability for students to have a different proportion of their A level studies that were vocational. There was the opinion that Applied A levels provided an excellent route to HE and further training within employment, while still maintaining the option of pursuing a wide based curriculum at Key Stage 5.  
8 (6%) said they preferred BTEC qualifications over Applied A levels, with some mentioning that they had moved to the BTEC National Certificate instead.  
Q6
How can we best support progression between Diplomas and Apprenticeships?

There were 90 responses to this question, with respondents covering a range of issues they felt were necessary to support progression.  
50 (56%) mentioned information, advice and guidance.  Comments were varied on this and a range of respondents’ views follows:
· Information would be required by parents and students in advance, to enable them to understand what was involved, and what the changes were.
· More information and guidance was needed to support raising of employer awareness and recognition.

· Progression pathways must be clearly highlighted in publicity materials and information and guidance.

· Teachers would need to understand the differences between the two options in order to give confident advice to young people.

· Clarity was needed on qualification values so that both would have merit in the workplace and in education.

· Advice and guidance should be available in clear and unambiguous language.

· Young people would need guidance on how to transfer between the two routes, and to establish rationale for wanting to switch from one qualification to another.

41 (46%) were of the opinion that mapped or clear progression routes and pathways were needed and offered a range of opinions on this.  A sample of respondents’ comments follows:
· There must be progression routes backed up with appropriate common features of design to allow the desired progression.

· The relationship between Diplomas and Apprenticeships needed to be transparent and learners would need to understand how component qualifications mapped into the two different frameworks, clear mapping and good information and guidance was needed to support this.

· There would need to be careful mapping between the Diploma lines and Apprenticeships, especially as there would be 17 Diploma lines and there was currently 180 Apprenticeship frameworks across 8 sectors.

· That it was sensible to map Apprenticeship frameworks to UCAS points.

· There was a need to ensure that both the Diploma and Apprenticeship frameworks were conversant, and there was work to be done within Diplomas to enable transfer from the same level i.e. Higher Diploma to Apprenticeship, and to enable progression from a Higher Diploma to an Advanced Apprenticeship.

· That it was important to ensure the availability of appropriate progression routes from all Apprenticeships to FE and HE, and providers should be asked what resources they needed in order to fulfil the commitment. 

· There needed to be a bridging qualification to ensure that a Diploma student had a clear progression onto an Apprenticeship.

· That it made sense for framework components to be mapped to Diplomas to allow seamless progression.

36 (40%) stressed the importance of employer engagement and acceptance, in order to provide sufficient numbers of apprenticeship places.  It was thought that employers would need to be reassured that Diplomas had an adequate ‘work focus’ and that the benefits of progressing to Apprenticeships were clear to them.  Additionally, there was concern that there could be risk for employers who might have ‘invested’ in an Apprentice who might then switch to a different qualification choice.  Respondents were of the opinion that there needed to be expansion in employer engagement, and there were concerns that there was not enough employer capacity to support both routes, and provide suitable and relevant placements. 
8 (9%) offered further comment on free-standing qualifications, and BTECs/NVQs. There was the suggestion that students be allowed to study for units of an NVQ or equivalent as part of their ASL, and another suggestion that BTEC Nationals would allow flexibility in switching from academic to Apprenticeship with or without a Diploma in between.  
7 (8%) mentioned issues surrounding funding.  Comments were varied and included the following:
· That there would be funding implications especially for small employers.

· Funding was needed for information and guidance, and awareness-raising.

Q7
Do you agree that all young people learning at Entry level and Level 1 should have access to an appropriate Progression Pathway within the Foundation Learning Tier?

There were 152 responses to this question.

Agree 134 (88%)  Disagree 4 (3%) Not Sure 14 (9%)
There was strong support for this proposal.

35 (23%) respondents indicated that they strongly supported the development of a Foundation Learning Tier with progression routes at these levels.  A range of expressions used by respondents in support of the idea included: ‘an excellent opportunity’; ‘a welcome priority’; ‘entirely appropriate’ and ‘essential’ etc.
25 (16%) mentioned Entry to Employment (E2E), groups not in employment education or training (NEET) and other disengaged or disadvantaged groups.  While some respondents were of the opinion that the proposal would be valuable in addressing issues pertaining to some of these groups, other respondents had different opinions and a sample of their comments follow:
· That there was a need for greater development of E2E opportunities.

· That innovative strategies to counteract disaffection and disengagement would be required.

· That the key strength of E2E was not being built on and strengthened within the Foundation Learning Tier route.

· That in tackling the NEET group there was need to look at other progression routes and not ‘shoehorn’ learners into inappropriate destinations which could lead to non-engagement in the longer-term.

15 (10%) commented on learners with Special Educational Needs (SEN) or severe learning difficulties (SLD).  Again, there were different views offered on this subject and a selection of respondents’ comments follows:
· That some independent schools received support for statemented children or those otherwise assisted by an LA.  If the presumption was that such students must be offered the Diploma then individual children might be unable to join an independent school of their choice.

· The proposal should be extended to post 19 for some, particularly those with LDD.

· That some learners with profound or multiple learning difficulties might struggle, and the Foundation Learning Tier might not be the answer for all.  These young people should not be viewed as unable to learn simply because their learning could not be fitted into the FLT.

15 (10%) specified that additional information and advice was essential, along with effective communication.  Some respondents requested more guidance or clarity on particular issues relating to the pathways and qualifications available as part of the Foundation Learning Tier.  
8 (5%) respondents remarked on issues associated with funding.  A sample of their comments including the following:
· Whether there would be funding for provision outside the progression pathways for learners who were not able to achieve them?

· That funding should be applied to help employer bodies and employers become more involved in the process.

· Whether funding would be available to support entry and foundation learners through the transition between levels?

· Funding was needed by schools to deliver Entry and Level 1 courses post 16.
Q8
Do you agree that we should explore the introduction of a credit-based framework for 14-19 qualifications, with a view to implementing it by 2013?

There were 153 responses to this question.

Agree 118 (77%)  Disagree 12 (8%) Not Sure 23 (15%)

The proposed introduction of a credit-based framework was well supported.

49 (32%) welcomed or supported the proposed approach for a variety of reasons. Some felt that it would help provide coherence for learners, parents/carers, employers and providers, and make the qualifications framework simpler to understand. There was the opinion that it would aid the implementation of the programme across the range of providers.  It was thought that such a framework would enable young people to personalise their learning through being able to draw on units from across the system to make up qualifications, and would provide the learner with the opportunity to utilise the skills they could access.  Respondents approved of the fact that such a framework would offer recognition of ‘small-step learning’ which would reflect the learning achievements of young people with disabilities or other vulnerable groups. Respondents also welcomed the fact that the approach offered transferability of learning credits between institutions or between qualification pathways.  It was also felt that links should be made to the existing Qualifications Credit Framework (QCF).
30 (20%) said that the credit based framework must be fully understood by everyone, including learners and parents, employers, education providers and HE. They felt that it must be carefully explained to stakeholders before its implementation, and that it would take some time for understanding of the changes to set in.  Qualifications and associated credits needed to be recognised, and have currency and credibility with users, and be widely accepted by employers, who some respondents felt were sceptical of the value of credits.  It was also felt that young people would need to comprehend the accumulation of units and know which units were needed to progress to the next level.
14 (9%) asked for further clarification of various issues. A sample of respondents comments follow:
· Clarification of whether the proposed new credit framework would link with the UCAS tariff.

· How it would fit into performance tables.

· The remit of Ofqual, JACQA, YPLA and the LA in regard to which qualifications would be offered locally or sub-regionally. 

· More clarification on what would happen as national entitlement approached.
13 (8%) commented on the proposed timescales for implementation.  Some thought it would be a challenge to achieve the changes by 2013 given the volume of work to be undertaken and issues to be tackled across the 14-19 programme.  There was also the feeling that there was too much change, or that change was ‘constant’. 
9 (6%) thought that the credit framework must be fully transferable, and incorporate transfer from qualification to qualification, institution to institution and sector to sector, and enable students to progress successfully.  It was thought that it must be compatible with the QCF and the HE credit framework, and be aligned with adult qualifications to allow progression post-19.  It was mentioned that it should also take account of all qualifications including GCSEs and A levels. 
Q9
Do you have any other comments you would like to make in relation to the government's strategy for 14-19 qualifications? 

There were 142 responses to this question.

Yes 126 (89%)  No 16 (11%)

40 (28%) asked to be further involved with the development of the strategy, or commented that there should be greater representation or contribution from their group or body.  A selection of these included:
· SEN/Disability working parties.

· Current practitioners including all levels of teaching staff.

· Sector Skills Councils.

· Work Based Learning (WBL) providers.
· Independent sector associations.

· Catholic schools sector.

· Representation from the FE and HE sector.

· Unions.

· Voluntary/Charity Sector.
· Local Authorities.

· Awarding Bodies.

· Professional/National Organisations.

There was also mention of the need to work in partnership in taking forward the strategy. 
38 (27%) respondents mentioned information advice and guidance, or asked for further clarity of particular issues.  Some respondents were concerned about the quality of information currently available, and agreed that information needed to be improved and be impartial to allow learners to make truly informed decisions.  It was also mentioned that little was known of how advice and guidance would operate in practice under the new Machinery of Government arrangements.  Respondents stressed the importance of effective communication of the new framework and options.
16 (11%) discussed issues surrounding the different regulatory requirements of the devolved Governments and administrations in England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, and also how the proposals would fit in with European frameworks.  Respondents felt that matters needed to be addressed to ensure the coherence of the qualifications system, for example the lack of commonality with respect to Functional Skills and Applied GCSEs and Applied A levels. Other respondents mentioned issues relative to more rural or remote geographical areas. 

16 (11%) offered views on the pace of change, or mentioned that stability or time for settle was needed.  It was felt that constant shifting of policy caused confusion, reduced confidence in the system, or increased resistance to change.  Others said that the changes must not be rushed in, and the necessary support and resource must be in place.   
10 (7%) commented on SLD or SEN issues.  A sample of respondents comments follows:
· Reform needed to be inclusive and SEN working parties should be included in the plans for the reform.

· In relation to learners with LDD, the strategy needed to span 14-25 years of age.

· That there was little reference to SEN and disability throughout the document, except for mention within the Foundation Learning Tier which equated SEN with learning difficulties and low ability.  There was no mention of DDA or of using this opportunity to increase the employment rates of disabled people.
9 (6%) recognised the need for the Diploma to be a success, and the necessity for providers and users to recognise and accept the structure.
